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Abstragt

\ .

.

‘““ThiS'paper“afgues tnat‘nopverbai*variaﬁles“have“a“gtroﬁg““““”“”““"
“influeoce on classroom commhnication and.shodid thereforeg
be studied carefully and systematlcally. It is suggested that
classroom 1nteractlon is affected by the communlcators use of
’dlstancep phy51ca1 env1ronment facial expre551on vocalzcues,

posture; gestures, touch, time, physical attractiveness,'and
. v . .

dreds. Each of these variablegs is separately discussed in. terms

of its actual and pdtential effects.

>

NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION IN THE CLASSROOM: AN OVERVIEW

LY

. - ‘ .
Charles M. Galloway, one of the mos*% prolific writers on
’ ¥

L)

the subject of nonverbal communication in the classroom, views
a *

educators as "multi-sensory organisms who only occasionally

P,

talk." Recently he wrote: )
y
For more than two decades, teacher‘%ehav1or
research focused on the.signif¥cance. “of" verbal
communication patterns. Potent™1 studies of*the
teacher's nosverbal influence wexe considered
unnecessry antl irrelevant. Research gtudies of
the past few years have changed this view, and we
are beginning to recognize the iZportance of non-
verbal behavidrs between teacher and studept. Non-
verbal influences do seem to have an effect on the
nature and quality of classroom interaction.

(Galloway, 1974: p. 305.)

{

\
The importance of nonverbal communication in the
:’ ,
AN
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classroom may be even greater than he iﬁplies. Harrison,

(1965) reported that in face—to—face commdnication a maximnum

of thirky-five percént‘ﬁ?‘xhe folal meanlng 1s transferred

..................................................... E

in the verbal message. Mehrabian (1973), base& on his research,

stated that tbe verbal content of a.message‘contrinutes only
] . ' ~ ‘ .
seven percent of the total message. ) ~.

¢

Evans (1969) studied the communicative behavior of
BioToay _teachers and. concluded . that a majority | of .their

behavior related to content Hevelopment and elassrebm

. - ’ . .

manaeement was nonverbal. Balser (196@) also studied the

i

behav1or of blology teachers, though his work. is generallzable

to,any subJect area, and reported that approx1mately seventy-
/ .
five percent of classroom management behavior was nonverbel.

-

These studies cast doubt on the assumption made by soPe

1nteractéon>ana1ysws researchers (Flanders‘_1960 WIthdll

1949). that teanher beh;v1or 1s adequately represented bj

-

verbal behav1ors

Smith (1961) noted that teachers nenverbal wehaviors.

-

~"are taken by pupllS as s1vn§'of the psychologlcal state of :\'

-~ '

the -teacher." ‘ ’ ’ . oL -

N

P

. Rosenthal and Jacobson's Teacher EXﬁéotétions for the

Y ~

Disadvantageds Suggested that, through nonverbal behavigr,

" “teachers' éxpectations for the progress of their stu!ents
L J

became self-fulfilling prophecies.

«Nonverbal communication in the classroom occurs through 'v;>

' : T . Lo .
the use_of distance, ‘physical environment, facial expression,
S ' ”

vacal cues, posture, gestures, touch, time, physical

b .
attractivenecJ and -dreds. .Each will be separately digcussed.,
1 .
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D¥stance , \ 4

Horizontal Distance. Thepshorizorftal distance between.

teacher andtstudents appears to be of conSequehce, Schwebal

and Cherlin (1972) found that elémentary school chiidren

' sgated in-the front row were more attentixs aﬁd were

3

Ed

evaluated more posltlvely by\thelrfteachers than were sthdents

-who Sattln the middle and back rovis . £ '“a -
A 2

Edward T..Hall's categorles can lendclnslght Hall (1966)

Spec1f1€S fopr’dlstance zones which are commonly observed by -;)

+

Nortb A@erlcans. The first is intimate distance, which runs

from actual tou&hlng to elghteen inches. As is#s name would
]
imply, this 2one is reserved for those with whom one is '

intimate. At this distance the phySical presence of another

" »is overwhelring. Intrusion into one's inti@gfe space is such

! >

an unsettling experiencq that police interrogators sometimes |
[

use this technlque to break down ‘a suspect s composure.

4

Similariy, teachers who violate studeﬁ%&’)lntlmate space

are iikely to be perceived as. intruders.

. Personal distance runs from eighteeo}inches to four/f'
feet. Thls is the distance ht‘wrich‘good friends sre'likely
to interact. This would also seem to be ‘the most éppropriate.

distance for a tdacher and student.to d%scusS~persona1:

affairs such a8 “grades, “conduct;, prlvate problems, etc. . \\

Soc1a1 diztapce exists ffom four o twelve feet, Its

L)

close phase seems to be an appropriate’ dlsjance for casual

friendc and .acquaintances to interact. The far phase of
N <& ‘

gocial distance rénuires that a listener resort to visual

-

" cues. Without raising the-voicellével to a point which oﬁly

|

J . e
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.

‘ nEedtho look up and Watch the eyes and»llps in order to !

B ) » .
\ . . . ! k .- M
f .

& . U 15

formal sayables arg pOé$lle, 1t Is dllecult for/a perSon

, to be heard at ten or twelve feet " The llstener therefore

[ 4

=i - . .-
receive a complete message. ’
The outermost zong eXtends outWard from tWelvewfeet “At
" .
Wublic dis tance a* speaker becomes formal He‘lectures rather

A ]

~"than cenverses and hlS language, -tonég :f v01ce, and gestures

" support his formal podture. Some teach

rs maintain thls

distahcé between theméelves and their students.*As a result,

\
’ 4

tpe}r classes are generally formal, and séme students may’
. PR ", ._
feel that.the teacher is cold and distant.

Hall's system for the categorization of distance can

’

',constructiVely be used $0'lend insight into -the natdre,of

various student-teacher interactions. It ghould be noted,
however, that appropriate distance is determined by a myriad
. N . LY

of variables inoiuding the situation, the nature of the . ¢
relationship; the topic. f conversation, and the physical
constraints which rare present. ' . -

~ . V‘I

Vertical<distance. The‘effeots of vertical distance in .-

the classroom ha¥e not received any systematic attertion.
\
Nonethelessf—there are some generallzatlons W nh can ‘be

/
made The vertlcai d1stance between communlcators is often

indicative of the degree of domlnance and sybordinance in
the nﬁlatlonshlp People afe affected by llterally looklng
up -~ aﬁ?ﬁr looklng down on another person ) e R

-

Thls author, in an’ attempt‘to have=¢oacher% hnderstand

:

the ‘nuances of vertical distance, hag -devised :an activity

>




)

.

" which he 'has used in communlcaxlon wbrkshops des1gned for *

educators. The workshop partlclpants are asked to pair up )

and then to role play a dlscu551on in which a student wants

e .4

*a grade changed and .the teacher does not want to’ change 1t.
They begin the conversatlon’seated opp051te each other,
several mlnutos later the teacher standu while the’ student
renalns.seated rand a féN anUth after-+that the te;cher

stands’on a chair while the student contlnues to remain

seated.®When the activity i's later debriefed and discussed,

‘thdse who played teachers reoorted that as\they stood ﬁigher

over the studentc they became motre and ‘TionRe domlnant

agriessive, and authorltarlan. Those hyo played students
reforte that they became 1ncreasdng1y antimldated as the °, hH
teacher rose above then.

The implications are that vertical digtance can be used
by teachers both’as'a tool and.as a weapon. Teacherszrand :
Dspeclally those’ who' work with small ahlldren, should ‘
reallze that students will 1nteract most comfortably with \

a teacher when they are both on the same vertical plane.
Used 'in this way, an understanding of vertical distance can
become a tool for improved teacher student communlcatlon

On the other hand, the dlsclpllnarlan can put this information.

" to use in order to gain psychological advantage over an

\ , }‘— . .
unruly student. ' , . ’ . - -

Physical Enviponment - e
3

Considering how essentially different college is from

kinda(garten, it is surprising to note how.lftt;e~difference‘
! ‘v +

N




. S - ’ - ! . . ‘ ' . J
" - “exists between a college classroom and: a kindergarten :
. - . . '

classroom. Often, thése rooms can Pe“qistiﬁgu}shed only by

the éize_of the students' chairs.

assmsss S s e s e . . . {
Robert Sommer provides us with perspective: .o |

" The present rectangular room'with its straight
rows of chairs and wide windows was .intended
. . %o provide for venilation,.light% quick,.
¢ deparfure, ease of surveillance, and a host
of other legltlmate needs as they. ex1§ted in
N the early 1900's., Before the advent of the
electric light, it often Yequired'-legislative
® action to compel economy-minded school boards
" to provide adequate fenestration. The typical
long narrow shape resulted from-a desire to
get light across the room. The front of each
room was determired by window location, since *
pupils had to be seated so-that window 1light
came over the left shoulder. Despite new
. developments in lighting, acoustics, and structure,
. most schools are still boxes filled with cubes ‘.
each cor.tainirig a specified number of chairs ~
in straight rows. (Sommer, 949 pp. 98-99.)

. The’entire-question.pf the infllence.of the classroom

physical envi#onmenx on student and teacher behavior remains o .

' i .
relatively urexplored. Some rekearch, however, has béen -

undsertaken .and car provide us-with some 1nitial data on
, ) . rd
student participation in varying classroom environments.

Sommer+(1969) selected six different types of classroomg

Sor his study. He sought to compare the amount of student

participation in the varjing.classroome and fotanalyze the
particular aspeefs of participatory btehavior in each type.

The dlfferent types of rooms included sem*nar‘roomg with

movable chairs - usually arranged in the shapé of a horse- {7
i

shoe; lﬁboratorles which represented an'e/treme in straight
row seating; one room which was windowless, and ‘one with an

. - .
entire wall of windows.
e

i ° i 4

1
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* A distaste for the laBoratory/rooms and Eﬁé w1ndowless‘

rooms’was demonstrated throuvh Severa( attempts, bJ

\

nstructor° and“°tuded%s £0 chengq\rooms. Comparlsonc showed
\

L

that in Semlnar rooms fewer people:partlolpateQ(‘but form--~~'

longer perlods of tlme. There, were no dlfferences between

open and windowless. rooms w1th reSpect to partlclpatlon

¢ _ e %
behavior. - ¢ / o : Coy

W - 4

When seminar rooms were analyzed separately‘ﬂlommeﬂ
‘hoted that most partlclpatlon came from those students &
sgated dieectly oppcsite the 1nstructor. Students avoljed

+he two chairs on either side .0of the instructor and when a
. ~ .
student .did ozcupy one of those Neats m§>5as generally
> -

silent ‘throeyghout the' entire perio&f .- ‘ h ,
. - " . :

’ - . ’
In straight row rooms.the following obéervatlons were

mad!: (1) Students within eye contact of'the instructor ..

- ¥ . -~
narticipate mOTe (2) There is a tendenny\ﬂor'more
partlclpatlon to occur in the center secti nslof each row

and for participation to decréase from tKe front of the

» -~

[ 4 ‘v -
room to the rears (3) Partlcapatlon decreases as class L

size increases. ' ' . —
' d
e Sgmmer's findings were supported bJ Adams and Bldd\e
.(1970). Their researbh, conducted on students from grafles
1, 6, and 11,(found'that most .student participation came
from students seated in the center of the-room. Sixt&—three

percent of ﬁe 1176 obserzﬁd behaviors came from students

located oneAbehind the other. down the center of the room.

As the authorc point out, "it is now possible to discriminate




: an area'of the classroom “that deems to be 11terally and

* these arrahgements‘reSUIt in greater part1c1pat;on but -

flguratlvely the.center of activity.'
[

- J4'J. Thompson (1973: p, 36) contradicts these findingfd’

~

He sayg' "Current studles shovw that with the excepﬁlon of
the froht row, students along. the Slde walls ﬁart1c1pate

more thanJ@ny qtber group of students in the room." Thompson,
. . r’
however, fails to cite these studies and this author has °
. R N N’ ' ~ - )
never seen any evidente which would lend support to Thompson's

elaim. ' oot e "

« . . .
How'can this information be of mse to.a teacher? It

Seems that z student sends z messaee about him;elf by where’

he chooses to sit. A teacher may assume”ithat a student~yho
{

seats himself in the front row Nants €0 become involved.

Teachers sho’1ld *be careful, ﬁowewer, qot to¢play %o these

-

students gt the expense of the rest of the class. Studenﬁie

who seat themcelves at the vacH of the room whnt to malntaln

-

maximum distance between themqelves'gnd the teacher. The .

ex%ent to which a teacher will seek to- involve these

. ! [4
students -is likely to be the result of an individual's

own pedagogical decision. Some teachers will be content

ﬁith minimal disruption from the rear, while others will

assume that fhese'are the students who  need the most help.

Some teach&rs may Want to arrange stuants deskstln

"a circle or open ‘Square conflguratlon. Sommer reported that

)

-

from fewer swudents. As a.result of informal sfﬁdy:'this o, -

.

author hag _concluded that the circle arrangement:results not
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only” in greater parpiCipatidn, bq; also in Wider .. *

_partiCipation than the traditional straight T OW seating

- -

at?angement. It also seems safe to say that a teacher 1is
perceived as less intimidating.when'he:is seated in\a circle
with the students rather than behind the fop and-lgposing. 3
symbol of his large deskl White (1953) found that the mere 1~f
.presence or absence of a .desk in a dOCtor S office affects

the extent to which a patient_feels at ease; Wfth tﬁe desk

.separating the doEtor~and patient, only“ten percent of the
- -

LN . K
patients were perceived to be at ease; when the desk was
»

>
L 4

removed, the peroentage oﬁtpatients at ease 1noreased to

_fifty=five percent ] = oo

P

The head pos E&on at a table seems to result in

M . ‘. 13 . . 'l P .
perceived autns Lty . In Simulated jury selection stwdies,:
]

,
" a trend was nofed to elect as foreman the persons who sat

% ‘>

4

" to have leadership thrust upon thema.
. . ’

-~

: /- C , ,
'interéstings Perhaps a te hgr could assign head-positions

-~

at either of ¥ e head poswtions. (Thowpson,.1973 p. 50. )

>

Since tkese%positiqnsvieem to possess a built-in image

'booster, some classro experimentation might prove to be

-

to those students who mfght most bepefit from dn opportunity

]

Admittzziy. the availability of research in ‘this area
o,

is scant. A as Rogert aommer has pointed odt "Spatial

freedom Will not insure educational innovation. Presented to

-~
-5

an unsure and inadequate teacl!qu it &ill result in greatdr

:efforts at di scipline in order to keep people ®ogether and

“on the samc track' once the fixed rows/of chairs, which

greatly aided in dicchipline, are eliminated. The spatial
\‘ ) . > e 9

LI 0 , —
&

. '.. ‘ 11‘ . . ‘. :_ /.\.




v 1 e - '
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- , . o . x 4 . \ - & 7 \% o X (. -~ ..
‘. '}reedom will only help thooe teachéws already coﬁhitted to ’
", 1ndlv1duel,%r small-group 1nstruct1ons or- wllllng to try it."

P
4 -

(Somrnefz;’*l%?r p. 1(#) L A .

.

S N
o 'f . James JﬂhThOMpson has pleaded for, more 1nformatlon ' -,

!"‘\ ‘. \
’ . ’) Wh?le is. there ev dence "that mout Subgects are .
R S - = best taught to jmost students in essentially the
: ' \ same way? That students learn best when seated S S
s at desks? That a rectangular classroom-is- the
best épati&l\b?mfiguratiohufor'group learning?. K
Thats unlform ocks of_time serve each subgect ’
equally. well? That doors "and windows. are .in the.
best p0351b1e places? Tab the color on the walls,
the tiles on the floor, the shape of  the desks, or -
) . ) ths height of the ceiling have no direct bearing
! # - .on what and how students perform?-These and count- ‘
: less other unfounded ‘assumptions were made by the. - -
) planners of most schools and classrooms. That o
. : N 'ngéhers and students have functioned under these

, . C itions merely pointg-up their ‘extreordinary® - _
— e ad tabll%jy. That these conditions Trequently ’
. ’ : - do affect-the ,beacher's work and his gtudents’

— < progress is be ond reasonable doubt. (Thompgon,.
o . 1973: pp. 33-38.) - w P N
. ) [} ® — — .
Facial Exrression L ¢ T '

Facial expre551on is used by teachers and sxudents';e

\orm 1mpresofono of one qnother. A cold hard starg has long

beéh

the fe ert01re of teacher S weapons Similarly, a - ‘

l

» x' .
smile can_be useful tool in ﬁelnfor01ng desired(student
v " Dbehaviors. A teacher can also use student's facial expressions

-

e as a valuaple féedback device. When, for exa,mpie, deliverihg

. i . : P
a lecture a teacher -should use student's expre851onsL§o /‘
, [3

, L 'determlne whether or not to slow down, speed up, or, 1n SOme\

S g

i . ’ oway modlfy his presentatlon . "‘ , I N .

Eye behavxor seems to be of. partlcular 1ﬂportance and ..
’ . k '
/ . 15 generally used by students to 1ndlcate Mhether or not _ pY
L4 - .
they arc open to communication. Thlu ta can be obocrved when

'

12




S

‘»knew the answer w111 generally look at the teacher, whlle

_assoc1ated w1th compreZZnsl

* Larson (1972) sugg;;} that v1sua1 contact with tfB ;nstructor*

, -
,were never looked at ra%ed*fhe lecturer 4s less  relaxed and.

. ‘naire, college “students said they thought . that they would be . _-

M . A . . . 3
. . , .
. .
- . ‘
L 0 A ¥ A
¢ , ' - . ) 3 . |
1 . . . \ . 11 |
L : L - g .
v 7 '} \ ) ’ . .
. B . ,

j

. ;

o4 ;

a teaCh&r asks‘the class a questlon, stuﬁents who thlnk'%héy ’ ~,J

studeAts who do not W111 usually’try to avold eye contact

. Visual contact w1th the 1ns<;:ctor appears Telated to
Mad€ oby, and Breltrose (1965)

1solated visual cues glven by students whlch seemed \\%h\//////’

of lecture content - duratlon -

student comprehen81on. Jecker,\

»

v
of looklng at the inst y andesspeed of looking

away and 'pack, blinking, b%pw r 151ng and furrowrng, etc
The authors report that teachers trained to recognlze such

’

cues became more agcurate 1n the1r Judgements of student

< -

comprehen51on than did unt/alned\¢eachers.- .‘7 LTS R
s .

‘The’ results of a study by Breed Chrlstiansen, and

&

. \
ess, whlch 1n turn makes for better

increases attenfiv

|l . L] —

grades. Students in grou’s who were 1ooked dt almost contlnu»
2 . A

‘higher quiz scores. Those who

usly by the\lecturer rec

less stguctured K ) : : ' . | -

.
-t

Exllne (1971) reports that ‘in response to,a question-

i acd

’ _more ‘comfort ble with another who, whenJBpeak1~g, llstenlng,

-
L
, o
¢ f"‘l
R
. - ?".\
- -
, C
o+
L
z
v
-, .
‘o
<y ‘
4 [ ’
. X ,
3 .
» . ’
;/ .
’
[
Q

not at all. .~ C ' . WL AT

looked at an audlence wa percelved ! much more "\Tab&é ¥

I . R 3
and sharing mutual s;lence, looked at them fifty percent.of’ .

" the ‘time as opoosed to one hundreq percent\of the time or

- o~
] . -
Lo
. .

. Exline and Eldri gé'(1967) reported that a- speaker/yho,
a vy

1 4

and-gonfldent" than the same pgrson delryering the

[

entiéalu"

d ’ ’ \

’
. . . . .
. . ‘ % .,
13~ : ' '
« 7
. . e
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x an experiﬁenter who did not look up while reading.

v

'message while avoiding eye contact.
. “ v . -

LeCompte jand Rosenfeld (1973).found that a male St

experlmenter'Who looked at subgects while readlng 1n$tructlons
-was rated ‘as "sllghtly less formaL and less neg;pus" than

) -

Slmllarly, a Study reported in The Speeth Teacher

prov1ded documentatlon for the 1mportance of éye contact in i
‘a public speaking Sltuatlon. Béebe (197@) reported that an

1ncrease {n ‘the amount of eye contact generated by a-speaker
)

qiigiafiCant}y ingcreased the speaker's credibility in terms

Al

of qualification and honesty. factors.

“- Research dealinf with the effects of facial expression

and eye behavYor has been enlightening and further investiga-

-~

"tion should be -encouraged. On the basis of What is ealready
known, one can safely say that these variableg account for

Spome communicatior® in the classroom.
o N hd ° -
- P . a ,

Mo'c»al C-ues \/ ) -4

We are gooerally aware of some of .the oommon uses of
,nggl cues. Feople indicate the* ends of declarative Sébtences.
by lowering voice pitch and the/;oSS'of queetions by raising
it. The.zocalléessage can'contradiyt thé‘verbal one and, when
done consciously,,is-oonsigered to be an indication of
sarcasm. Vocal cues p1a§ a prominent part in'people's,detzr—

minatlon of whethen or not<someone 1is lylng to ‘them {(Wiemann

and Wlemann, 1975 L 14),

Mehrabsan Q1973) ‘conducted a proéram of research during

which he used single words, previously rated as positive, )

-

Y oy

AN




[4 ] 7 ' /') : , , T
| A | 15
negative, or neutral,‘and preseﬂ them to 1isteTrs
. utilizingreither positive or négative vocal Nones. Hé con:

cluded that-listeners' pefceptions of the attitude of a
ade

. . speaker were influenced seven percent b§‘39e verbal mess
Ay

and thirty-eight percent by the vocal tones which were used.
\ ]
While it.is not known whether these estimates would‘hold up

for utterances which are longer than one word,-these.fésuits
’ J C .
do hint'at the .importance of.the role which vocal cues play.

Vocal cues have been-studied in relation to judgementél\~
of speakers' charactegﬁstics and judgeménts of speakers'
emotions, but the research which is most germane to the

) N
concerns of the classroom®téachers deals yith the effects of

»
—

; oo A . . '
vocal-cues upon listeners' comprehension of the spokean
: ’ . . ' ‘ . 'a ¥ ] -
material. . : T Co.
~

Woolbert (1920), in an eanly study, found that large

variations of rate, force, .pitch and qhality produced

.higher ievels/é} ahdienqe/retpntion than did the absence’ of

these variations. . '

_Glasgow (1952), using prose and poetry, compared "good
| . .
.intonation" with "mono-pitch." Following exposure to these

different conditions, listeners were administered maltiple- * /

~

choice tests which revealed that "mono-pitch" reduged caempre-
hension by more than ten percent for both prose and poetry.

tn a similar vein Diehl and McPonald (1956) found that
simw'ated breathy and nasal qualjties significantly inter-
feped'with listenersf‘éomprehension. ' , -

-~ . v

Al

- IS

T (Baéed on these findings,%nd othgrs, one may reasonably




.statugﬂ’affectfve moods, approval, decéption, warmth, and

“than géhe siudent who leangﬁkorward or sits erect.

e : _ :

conclude that serious invegtigation of the effects of ’ o
' ’ . T . ’

teachers' vocal cues could result in useful pedagogical o
information, ‘. : : . ‘o

<. -

Posture and Gestures

v

. .Posture afd”gestures are used to indigate attitudes,

other variablxsrelated to classroom-interaction. A student -

who is slouching in his seat sends a very different messageﬂ

-~ 2

(& " Ekman and Friésen‘(l967% have suggested that posture

conveys gross or dverall affect (liking), -whereas spe01f1c

emotigns are communlcated by more discreet facial and body
. AR .

movements., . - ' C - -

L
-

Cognltlvelj, gestures operate to clarify, contwadict, .

—

or replace verbal messages., Uestures also serve an, important

function with regard to regu atlng the flow of conversatlom.

4 &
For example, if _& student 14 talklng in class, s1ngle nods

of gK/v ead from the teacher will llkely cause that student

to continue and perhaps elaborate. On the other hapd, many

SuCce081He nods of the head Wlll probably cause the student

to speed up hlS delivery or conélude hlS repafks. ol

[y [

Emplrlcal research concernlng the.@fgggzs of posture
and gestures in tﬁe classroom would llkel;ﬂ¥eveal a wealth f
of pradtlcal 1nformatlon ThlS new knowleﬁge could be used

»,

1n the analy81s and cr1t1C1sm of pedagogy and 1n tedcher

-education.. The result woq\d'oe an 1mprovement in tfacher- .

Student communication. X :
N . ¢ - - "
'S '

Sy "r', \ 18
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‘Touch - . | :
Tactile communication cdn serve a useful functioﬂ‘in
the ciassréém. Workers in hospitals and nursing homes have.
lbng been aware of the therapeutic value of a sympathétic/ ,
tou@h. ?hefe is empirical support for<thisvpbint of view,’
Working with psychiatric hurées, Aguilera (1967) fouhd t‘at'
.nurses could elicit more vefB*T'lnteractlon when they
touched the'patlents than when they did not. Pattlson\(1973)
found that unde?graduate females who were touched dur%ng
“én~initial couns?ling interview engaged iﬁ more self-
‘explorat}on thgn’thoSe,who wefe not touched. These fimdiﬂés

v
indicate a relationship bgtween touchipg and talking, ab&
support the notion that tactile closgnéss facilitgtes
psychological, interpersonal clos?ness.

There 1i's some scant evidence that touéhing~behaviors.
can actually increase learning. One recent’investigatién
(Kleiéfeld 1973) has shown that when teachers emplOJed
such behav1ors as smiling, touchlng and close body dlsTance,
small children "tended to learn 51gan1cantly more." Warm

..
touching behav1or%, however, become less/approprlate as, -

K

-

stqqfnts grow older. Still, w1th older Stadents, hanp shaklng

and an occa51onahxpat on the back- could prove effectiv

of this variable,

k *
\ . , W - -
v -" , N
Time . . - : . : ) . A

’

to say that a teacher's use of time has soméwnonQerbal

. * * .

. .
.
. . .
v i .
’ 1 [3Y] ~ . N ' . .
. . . ) .
4 ' ' . _
- 3 ! .
X

. . o’
Though this has not been étudied, per se, it seems safe -

-

..
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¢ communicative value. Consider @an elementany teacher who

»

_ tells his students that math is as important as history, yet

- devotes mach more,classroom time to history. His students
‘can probably’ tell wh1ch subJect he really thlnks is more

: 1mportant A college teacher may tell his students that he

~

wants to get to know them better, but if he schedu}es ohly

* one office hour per week, they are llkely to Be morea
P

1nfluenced bJ the latter message. ’

“on

A teacher al%p communlcates by the extent to—Mhlch he
is pdhctual for class and by the formallty or ;nformallty

ofy the way in which'he scheggles appointments ("See'you ih
about an hour™ versus "leet me at 2:20.") ¢ |

-

~

¢

& Physital attfactiveness

The physlcal ettréctiveﬁess of studenys and teachers

r

«+ ~does serve: to influence classroom 1nteractlon. This variable,

however, is probaoly less deserv1nrr of attention than some
. m N ”~
othersg, since it is not/ea51ly manipulated by communicators.
: - 4 “ N ~
Various studies have explored the effects of personal

N

attractiveness. Arogson and Mills (1965) concl¥ded from-

_their research that.a speaker will be.more effective in

"y - LA

"influencing audiencé opinions if he xS physically attractive.
N\ _Haistn (1949) reported that physical attraquvéness was

3

highly cor{elated with speakeTr success. In an, educational

4 4

context Singer- (1964) " found a positive re&atlonshlp between

attractlveness “and grade p01nt average. Perhaps the most
4

practlcal use of this research for educators lles in the .

admonition that they need‘%o be“aware of these 4endencies

4




4 2. . ., ) ’ ‘
-and should strive to avoid, &avoring attractive:;¥;dents. . !
/- : . - ' . . { R = N
. . "y ¢ . . ¢ . - N ' . N ' .
' A} ‘ * * By . B ‘ vt o
— Dress ) coy , . .

Az

o

. Does ,1t ma’er what a teacher’ wears: to class? Th:is -

‘quesgtion. has been all but 1gmored by researchers ifi educatlon
: \ )
‘ ahd communlcatlon. In an atiempt to address thls issue,. thls_
’ p

author recently conducted an Lnyestlgatlon designed to uncoyer ,

b ]

. the paténtlalﬂefﬂects, ff g’ of teachers dress upon

l } 4

students" perceptlons df teachers' characterlstlcs, S

- Y- -

) i TWO setﬁ of stlmulus photographs were prepared One set

was pomprlsed Qf three photographs of»a male teacher, the other E

v 3

‘wgs comprlsed of ‘bree photographs female teacher. In

— .

ck down 1n'relat1vely
v . o

1nformal moderateL and formal att1re. . . ‘ e

. \
‘e b 4 N ¥

: each sexﬁ the models wé‘re shown f’fom J;he

S

t

N KN o,

A measurlng 1nstrument was:emﬂigyed Whlch allowed subJects

.~
..

(un1Vers1ty students) to look at the stlmulus photographs and

}

then tO'pate eadh df the per%emved teachers on flve p01nt

M4

Q&
- patlhg scares‘coverlng ten pos&tlve characterastlcs of teachers.

\
L}

Flfty-sublects~¢esponded tq the photographs of. the male

R g v

teacher, anothpr flfty subgects rated the photographs of the

Tt -" - "7 ' : : hd \
female teacher‘_ oL N -f‘-- . .

[ -
. I3 .

:. The s1gn1§1cant dlfferencés obtalned in th1s study suggest

that a male tea¢her who dresses very 1nforma11y would enhance
the probabillty of belng percelved as sympathetlc/toward
students problems, frlendly, and flex1ble. The male teacher

when. dreSSed 1n the moderate style was Judged fﬁ be most
v

L .
- .
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.
-,

-

stlmulatlng,and clear. The most formally dressed male teacher‘
)

~was percelved to be most knowledgable; organ;zed and well-'

. .. ,
prepared for class. oL s

.

. ' >
_The, female teachér who dressed very informally‘was

percelved as very falr, sympathetlc toward students' problenB,

enthuslastlc, friendly, fleXLble, and stlmulatlng Theafemale
t&cher w&en moderately dfessed was Judged to be most cI/ar.
*The female tedcher, ;hen dressed 1n the most formal style,
was thought to be wel;/organlzed and well prepared for classx

These redults lead to the cohclusion that teachers'

style of dress does have some impact,

‘and‘is therefore yet

-

-

3 ’ [] N , 3 ' -
another variable wQ&ch teachers and classroom intéraction
ba v . ’

. o .

researchers need to consider.

~7 . -

Conclusiorn

\ ¥ ) \
_ This paper has suggested that nonverbal communication

& s
4

: “in the classroom océurs through the use of d1stance, phys1cal

environment, faC1al expression, vocal cues, posture, gestures,

touch, time, physical attractivenessf
¢ . !

 the subject in this way implicitly suggests that the author

and dress. Subdividing

-« feels nonverbal: communlcatlon in the classroom ought to bé

stud1ed by looklng at one varkkhle at a t1me.

To be sure, there are/shortcomlngs to such an approach.‘

€learly 1solat1ng a single variable often results in a level

.of art1f1c1allty and in fact

-a distortloh of reallty. Some
. scholars cogently argue that we can only come to understand a
, .
f~;:\\\complex phenomenon by viewing it as a Gestalt. There is merlt

"+
»

29 - ~ -

.
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. .
to their argument~ but given~onr pregent state of
.:a

lgnorande, th1s author\ls Qpre inclinéd to? agree w1th:~\\

g

¥

Mark Knapp (1972) who wrltes that "... 1t is necessary to . h

'y
/7

”Q:’ divide ‘the process and étudy the component parts. to understand
”": them better - So that when we develop methods for studying
hmre comple; phenomena, we will know a 11tt1e more about the -
'nature of the parts we are puttlng together;" (p. 168\) s .
It is therefore felt that a senslble approach to the
study of communication in the-classroom entdils the investigation
of one variable at a‘time in order;to discover which are

salient;.Onlf when this has been done can .the work of theory

.building proceed to account ior7and catégorize the componenngé:
5 ;

’

parts accuthely and,meaningfully;

- : Lo Ve

+
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